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JOINT REPLY COMMENTS OF
AIItTOUCB COMMUNICADONS, INC. AND

US WEST NEWYECfOR GRoup. INC.

AirTouch Communications, Inc. and U S WEST NewVector Group, Inc.

("AirTouchINewVector"), by their attorneys, hereby file reply comments to address two issues

raised in this proceeding.

The first issue concerns the filing requirements associated with developmental

authorizations. In their Joint Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification ("Joint Petition"),

AirTouchINewVector requested clarification that only those developmental authorization

applications filed pursuant to new rule Section 22.409 (dealing with developmental

authorizations "for a new Public Mobile Service or technology") would be considered major. l

1 SK AirTouchlNewVector Joint Petition for Reconsideration lind Clarification at 14-16.



2

AirTouchlNewVector urge the Commission to adopt this interpretation, which was supported by

GTE.2

As a reIIted matter, new rule Section 22.409(h), which sets forth the requirements

appIicIble to developmental. authorization renewal requests filed pursuant to Section 22.409,

does not specify which FCC fonn should be utilized when renewals are sought. Under the old

rules, parties filed an FCC Fonn 489 for this purpose. We were recendy infonned, however, that

the Commission's staft"wmts developmental renewal applicants to use FCC Fonn 405 instead.

AirTouchINewVector seek clarification regarding the appropriate fonn to be used in these

circumstances.

The second issue involves the filing requirements applicable to "external" cell

sites u set forth in new rule Sections 22. 163(e) and 22. 165(e). These rules require licensees to

notify the Commission ofmodifications and additional transmitters that change their CGSA In

their Joint Petition, AirTouchINewVector uked the Commission to clarify that such notifications

are not required for "external" cell sites that are internal to a consolidated CGSA.3 This same

interpretation was endorsed by Cellular Communications ofPuerto Rico, Inc. ("CCPR")" and

GTE.'

2

3

4

5

~ GTE's Comments and Opposition (filed January 20, 1995), at 5-6.

~ Joint Petition at 12.

.s. CCPR Petition for Reconsideration (filed December 20, 1994), at 2 ("the Conunis­
sion should extend its relaxation ofnotification requirements to include internal RSA and
MSA borders ofsystems that are commonly owned or controlled and operated u
integrated regional systems").

~ GTE's Comments and Opposition at 6-8.
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A related question has arisen regarding the applicability ofnew JUle Sections

22.163(e) and 22.l6S(e) to axjatjpa external sites. It has come to our attention that these rules

are being construed inconsistently at the Commission. Under one interpretation, Form 489s

need only be filed in those circumstances where the CGSA boundary is changed. The other

interpretation is that a Form 489 would be required when technical changes are made to existing

external cell sites.' To avoid further confusion, AirTouchINewVector request that the

Commission clarify which ofthe two interpretations is correct.

RespectfulJy submitted.
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Kathleen Q. Abernathy
AIRTOUCH COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1818 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 293-3800

Donald M. Mukai
US WEST NEWVECTOR GROUP, INC.
3350 16lst Avenue, S.E.
BeIIewe, WA 98008
(206) 562-5614

Their Attorneys

Dated: January 30, 1995

6 A fiIin& would be required any time there is a cbange to the technical information
previously provided to the Commission with respect to any existing external cell site.
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